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Decision and Reasons for the Decision

Background
Non-nat ive invas ive p lants  are current ly  damaging b io log ica l
d ivers i ty  and ecologica l  in tegr iLy of  lands wi th in  and outs ide
Nat ional  Forests  across the country .  These invasive p lants
create a host  o f  adverse envi ronmenta l  e f fects ,  inc lud ing:
d isp lacement  of  nat ive p lants ;  reduct ion in  habi ta t  and forage
for  wi ld l i fe ;  loss of  threatened,  endangered,  and sensi t ive
spec ies ;  i nc reased  so í1  e ros ion  and  reduced  wa te r  qua l i t y ;
reduced soi l  product iv i ty ;  Ioss of  long- term r ipar ian area
func t i on ;  l oss  o f  hab i ta t  f o r  cu l t u ra l l y  s ign i f i can t  p lan ts ;  h igh
cost  (do1lars spent)  o f  contro l l ing invas ive p lants ;  and
increased cost  to  maintaín ing t ranspor tat ion systèm and
rec rea t i ona l  s i t es .

In  genera l ,  non-nat ive p lants  are rare in  backcountry  areas of
the Chugach National Forest. However, in recent surveys numerous
species of  invas ive p lants  have been found wi th in  Spencer  area.
Current ly ,  ínvas ive p lants  are rapid ly  spreading across Alaska
indicat ing a more ser ious problem on the hor izon.  Wi thout
aggress ive act ion the popul -at ions at  Spencer  are expected to
spread into surrounding backcountry areas. The threat of spread
is great due to the many ongoing and planned activit . ies in the
Spencer  area such as the recenL Whist le  SLop recreaLion
developments,  the upcomíng Spencer  Minera l  Mater ia ls  pro jecL,  and
increasing out f i t ter /gu ide uses.  A l though the Whist le  Stop and
Spencer  Minera l -  Mater ia ls  pro jects  inc l -ude measures to  help
prevent  fur ther  in t roduct ions of  invas ive p lants ,  the threat  o f
spread is  s t i l l  great  f rom invasive p lants  a l ready present .  The
immediate need is  to  t reat  these ex is t ing in festat ions now whi l -e
populat . ions are s t . i l I  smal- l -  and conta ined to  speci f ic  areas
Without  act ion,  these invasive p lants  can easi ly  spread
throughout  the ent i re  Spencer  areat  be t ranspor ted to  s í tes
throughout  Alaska wi th  the Minera l  Mater ia ls  pro ject ;  and t ravel -
down  the  P lace r  R ive r  co r r i do r  w i th  ou t f i t t e r /gu ide  ac t i v i t i es .
Once these invasive p lants  spread and become establ ished,  they
wi l l  become increasingfy  d i f f icu l t  and cost ly  to  contro l  and wi l l
fur ther  degrade natura l  ecosystems.

The environment.al assessment (EA) documents the analysis of
Alternative 1- (No Action) and Al-t.ernative 2 (the Proposed Action)
to  mee t  t h i s  need .



Decision

Based upon my rev iew o f  the  ana lys is  o f  the  a l te rna t ives  in  the
EA,  f  have dec ided to  imp lement  A l te rna t ive  2 ,  the  Proposed
Act ion ,  wh ich  wou ld  t rea t  l -0  acres  w i th  In tegra ted  Weed
Management  ( IWM) methods  in  the  Spencer  a rea .  4y  dec is ion  a l -so
i n c l u d e s  P r o j e c t  D e s i g n  C r i t e r i a  l i s t e d  o n  p a g e s  7 - 8  o f  t h e  E A .
A c t i v i t i e s  w i l 1  o c c u r  a L  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  l o c a t i o n s :  t h e  s i d i n g
area,  approx imate ly  f i ve  mi les  o f  road and t ra i l - ,  some Whis t le
Stop  deve lopments ,  and Lhe o ld  rock  quar ry  and grave l  p i t  s i tes .
I ï lM methods mean that a combinat ion of management techníques is
used to  cont ro l  a  par t i cu la r  invas ive  p lan t  spec ies  or
in fes ta t ions  e f f i c ien t ly  and e f fec t i ve ly ,  w i th  min imum adverse
impacLs to  non- ta rge t  o rgan isms.  The EA descr ibes  in  de ta i l  t .he
s p e c i e s - s p e c i f i c  a n d  s i t e - s p e c i f i c  a c t i o n s  t h a t  a r e  d e s i g n e d  t o
be prac t ica l  w i th  min ima l  r i sk .  A l - te rna t ive  2  ínc ludes  bo th  the
use o f  herb ic ide  (g lyphosate)  and manua l  con t ro l -s ,  such as  hand
pu l l ing .  Trea tments  wou ld  occur  annua l ly  fo r  up  to  f i ve  years
and then reeva lua ted  fo r  e f fec t i veness .

Other Alternatives Considered
In  add i t ion  to  the  se lec ted  a l te rna t ive ,  f  cons idered one o ther
a l te rna t ive  (No Ac t ion) .  A  compar ison o f  these a l te rna t ives  can
be found in  the  EA on page 9 .

Rationale

In making my decis ion I  careful ly reviewed the analysis that  is
documented in t .he EA as we1l as information found in the project
f i le .  I  a lso  rev iewed pub l ic  comments  rece ived dur ing  the
comment  per iod .  The c r i te r ia  I  used to  eva l -ua te  the  a l - te rna t ives
are  1)  how we l l  a lLerna t ives  meet  the  purpose and need;  and 2)
how wel l  the al ternat ives address concerns brought up by the
pub l ic  in  regards  to  the  use  o f  herb ic ides .

In  compar ing  the  two a l te rna t ives ,  I  found A l - te rna t ive  2  meets
the purpose and need Lo control-  or eradicate invasive plants
before  they  spread in to  sur round ing  naLura l  ecosys tems.  IWM
techn iques  are  known to  be  the  most  e f f i c ien t  and e f fec t i ve  means
of  cont . ro l l ing  invas ive  p lan t  spec ies .  A l te rna t ive  2  addresses
the  immedia te  need to  t rea t  ex is t ing  in fes ta t ions  now wh i le
p o p u l a t i o n s  a r e  s t i 1 1  s m a l l  a n d  c o n t a i n e d  t o  s p e c i f i c  a r e a s .  O n
the other hand, I  found that Al ternat ive 1 does not adequately
meet Lhe purpose and need. Under Al- ternat. ive 1 (No Act ion) ,
ex is t ing  popu la t ions  o f  non-nat ive  p lan ts  w i l -1  on ly  be  t rea ted
wi th  mañuàt -cont ro l  methods ,  wh ich  have been ine f fec t i ve  a f te r
severa l  years  o f  t rea tment .  Ex is t ing  popu la t . ions  w i l l  con t inue
to persist  and expand into surrounding ecosystems under
A l t e r n a t i v e  1 .

My o ther  cons idera t ion  in  se lec t ing  an  a l te rna t ive  was how we l l
the al- ternat ives address concerns expressed by the publ ic over
use o f  the  herb ic ide  g lyphosate .  S ince  no  herb ic ide  use  is



proposed in  Al ternat ive 7- ,  th is  a l ternat ive most  eas i ly  addresses
publ ic  concerns.  For  Al ternat ive 2,  I  carefu l ly  rev iewed the
analysís  in  the EA and suppor t ing documentat íon in  the pro ject
f i le  regard ing the ef fects  of  herb ic ide use.  I  found the
analys is  used the best  avai lab le sc ient i f ic  in format ion such as
r isk assessments completed by the Syracuse Envi ronmenta l  Research
Assoc ia tes ,  Tnc . ,  wh ich  used  pee r - rev iewed  a r t i c l es  f rom the  open
scient í f ic  l í terature and current  EPA documenUs,  inc lud ing
Conf ident ia l  Busíness fn format ion.  In format ion f rom laboratory
and f ie ld  s tudies of  herb ic ide tox ic i ty ,  exposure,  and
envi ronmenta l  fa te was used to est imate the r isk  of  adverse
e f fec ts  to  non - ta rge t  o rgan isms .  These  e f fec t . s  a re  d i sc losed  i n
the EA and support ing documents and they show very low risk to
people and the envi ronment  (EA page 16,  Table 3) .  A l though
Al ternat ive 1 most  eas i ly  addresses publ ic  concerns about
herb ic ides,  I  be l ieve Al - ternat ive 2 has been carefu l ly  p lanned
and analyzed to  ensure r isks are wel l  be low any threshold of
conce rn .

Based on my rev iew,  I  have se l -ected Al - ternat ive 2 because 1)  i t
meets the purpose and need;  and 2)  the analys is  in  the EA and
suppor t ing documents show that  r isks associated wi th  herb ic ide
use are wel l -  be low anv threshold of  concern.

Public Involvement
As descr ibed in  the background,  the need for  th is  act ion became
more evident after recent plant surveys found non-native plants
in  the back-country  set t ing at  Spencer .  A proposal  to  t reat  non-
nat ive p lants  wi th  IWM methods was l is ted in  the Schedule of
Proposed Act ions on Apr i l  L ,  2007.  The proposal  \ ¡ /as prov ided to
the public and other agencies for comment during scoping from
JuLy  23 ,  2007  to  Augus t  24 ,  2007  .

Using the comments f rom the publ ic  (see Issues sect ion in  the
EA),  the in t .erd isc ip l inary team ident i f ied one main issue,  which
re lated to  t .he use of  herb ic ide.  Severa l  commenters expressed
concern that  herb ic ide use would resul t  in  det r imenta l -  e f fects  to
human health and to the biological and physical components of the
ecosystem. This issue was addressed through the environmental
analys is  and the analys is  of  A l t .ernat ive 1 (No Act ion)  .

Finding of No Significant lmpact

Af te r  cons ider ing  the  env i ronmenta l  e f fec ts  descr ibed in  the  EA,
I  have de termined tha t  these ac t ions  w i l l  no t  have a  s ign i f i can t
effect on the qual i ty of the human environment considering the
conLexL and in tens i ty  o f  impacts  (¿O CFR 1-508.21)  .  Thus ,  â f l
environmental  impact statement wi l - l -  not be prepared. I  base by
f ind ing  on  the  fo l lowíng:

1. My finding of no significant environmenal effects is not biased by the beneficial effects
of the action.



There will be no significant effects on public health and safety, because the analysis in
the EA shows that potential risks are all well below any threshold of concern. All
applicable Federal and State laws pertaining to public health and safety would be
followed. All herbicide applications would be conducted by licensed applicators.

There will be no significant effects on unique characteristics of 6he area. There are no
known significant effects to prime farmlands, wetlands, wild and scenic rivers,
wilderness or ecologically critical areas.

The effects on the quality of the human environment are not likely to be highly
controversial. Although there is controversy over the use of herbicide in general,
scientific information and professional experience indicate the proposed level of
herbicide use can occur without sienificant environmental effects

The Forest Service has consider*j" 
"^n"rience 

with the types of activities to be
implemented. The effects analysis shows the effects are not uncertain, and do not involve
unique or unknown risk (see EA pages 13-16).

The action is not likely to establish a precedent for future actions with significant effects.
This decision pertains to the specific tWM actions within the project area. Any future
decisions will need to consider relevant scientific and site specific information available
at that time.

l. The cumulative impacts are not significant (see EA pages 2l-45).

8. The action will have no significant adverse effect on districts, sites, highways, structures,
or objects listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places.
These resources have been extensively reviewed in recent projects in the area (Spencer
Mineral Materials and Whistle Stop) with findings of no historic properties affected. The
actions in this project arc far less ground disturbing and would also result in a finding of
no historic properties affected.

9. No treatened, endangered, or sensitive species or their critical habitats are affected by this
decision (see EA pages 21-36).

10. The action will not violate Federal, State, and local laws or requirements for the
protection of the environment. Applicable laws and regulations were considered in the
EA (see EA pages 46-47). The action is consistent with the Chugach National Forest
Land and Resource Management Plan (See EA pages 2 and 46).

Findings Required by Other Laws and Regulations
This  dec is ion  to  imp lement  IV ' IM techníques  on  10  acres  o f  land  in
the  Spencer  a rea  is  cons is ten t  w i th  Chugach Nat iona l  Fores t  Land
and Resource Management Plan and other appl icable laws and
r e g u l a t i o n s .

2.

3 .

4.

5.

6.



National Forest Management Act -  This project compl ies \ ,üi t .h the
Fores t  P lan .  I f  an  amendment  were  requ i red ,  agency  procedures
wou ld  be  fo l lowed.  The Fores t  P lan  compl ies  w i th  a l l  resource
in tegra t ion  and management  requ i rements  o f  36  CFR 21-9  (279.1-4
t h r o u g h  2 L 9 . 2 7 )  .

Endangered Spec ies  Àc t  -  B io log ica l  eva lua t ions  $ /e re  comple ted
for  th rea tened,  endangered,  p roposed,  and sensót ive  p lan t  and
animal species. No threatened and endangered plant or animal
s p e c i e s  w o u l d  b e  a f f e c t e d  b y  t h e  a c t i o n s  i n  t h i s  p r o j e c t .

Ba l -d  Eag le  Pro tec t ion  Ac t  -  Management  ac t iv i t íes  w i th in  ba ld
eagle habitat  wi l l  be ín accordance to a Memorandum of
Unders tand ing  be tween the  Fores t  Serv ice  and the  U.S.  F ish  and
W i l d l i f e  S e r v i c e .

.âI \TILCA Sectíon 810, Subsistence EvaluatÍon and Finding - There is
no documented or reported subsistence use that would be
r e s t r i c t e d  b y  t h i s  p r o j e c t .  F o r  t h i s  r e a s o n ,  n o n e  o f  t h e
a c t i v i t i e s  w o u l d  r e s u l t  i n  a  s i g n i f i c a n t  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  a
s i g n i f i c a n t  r e s t r i c t i o n  o f  s u b s i s t e n c e  u s e  o f  w i l d 1 i f e ,  f i s h ,  o r
o t h e r  f o o d s .

Coastal  Zor:e Management Act of  1-972r ês amended - This project is
cons is ten t  w i th  the  Sta te  o f  A laska Coasta l  Zone Manaqement  Ac t
t .o  the  max imum ex ten t  p rac t icab le .

Magnuson-Stevens Fishery ConservaLion and Management Act of  L976,
asr amended - The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservat ion Act ( the
Act )  requ i res  tha t  a l l  federa l -  agenc ies  consu l - t  w i th  the  Nat iona l
Mar ine  F isher ies  Serv ice  (NMFS)  when any  pro jec t  "may adverse ly
a f f e c t "  e s s e n t i a l  f i s h  h a b i t a t  ( E F H )  .  T h e  A c t  a l s o  r e q u i r e s  t h a t
agenc ies  w i th  ex is t ing  consu l - ta t íon  processes  contac t  NMFS to
d iscuss  how the  ex is t ing  processes  can be  used to  sa t is fy  the  EFH
c o n s u l - t a t i o n  r e q u i r e m e n t s  ( S O  C F R  6 0 0 . 9 2 0  ( e )  ( 3 )  )  .  N o n e  o f  t h e
ac t iv i t ies  w i l l  cause any  ac t . ion  t .ha t  may adverse ly  a f fec t  EFH as
def  ined  by  t .h is  Ac t .

Nat iona l  H is to r ic  Preserva t ion  Ac t  o f  L966 Sect ion  106 o f  the
Nat iona l  H is to r ic  Preserva t ion  Ac t  requ i res  tha t  a l l  federa l
under tak ings  fo l low the  regu la t ions  found a t  36  CFR 800 to
ident i f y  and pro tec t  cu l tu ra l  resources  tha t  a re  w i th in  p ro jec t
a reas  and wh ich  may be  e f fec ted  by  pro jec ts .  The Chugach
Nat . iona l  Fores t  w i l l  fo l low the  procedures  in  the  Programmat ic
Agreement between the Chugach National Forest,  the Advisory
Counc i l  on  H is to r ic  Preserva t ion ,  and the  A l -aska Sta te  H is to r ic  \
P r e s e r v a t í o n  O f f i c e r  ( S H P O )  .

Execut ive  Order  11988 -  Wet lands  -  Wet lands  occur  in  the  pro jec t
a r e a .  P r o j e c t  d e s i g n  c r i t e r i a  w i l l  m i n i m i z e  t h e  i m p a c t  t o
w e t l a n d s  i n  a c c o r d a n c e  w i t h  E . O .  1 1 9 8 8 .

Execut ive  Order  11990 -  F loodp la ins  -  F loodp l -a ins  occur  in  the
p r o j e c t  a r e a .  P r o j e c t  d e s i g n  c r i t e r i a  w i l l  m i n i m i z e  t h e  i m p a c t
t o  f l o o d p l a i n s  i n  a c c o r d a n c e  w i t h  E . O .  1 1 9 9 0 .

Execut ive Order 12898 - Environmental  i lust ice
Implementa t ion  o f  t .h is  p ro jec t  i s  no t  an t ic ipa ted  to  cause
disproport ionate adverse human health or environmental



e f f e c t s  t o  m i n o r i t y  o r  l o w - i n c o m e  p o p u l a t i o n s .

Execut íve  Order  A2962 -  Recreat iona l  F ísher ies  -  No major  adverse
ef fec ts  to  f reshwater  o r  mar ine  resources  wou ld  occur  w i th
i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  o f  t h i s  p r o j e c t .

C lean Water  Ac t  -  The pro jec t  des ign  is  in  accordance w i th  Fores t
P lan  s tandards  and gu ide l - ines ,  BesL Management  Prac t ices ,  and
appf icable Forest Service manual and handbook diqrect ion. The
p r o j e c t  a c t i v i t i e s  a r e  e x p e c t e d  t o  m e e t  a I l  a p p l i c a b l e  S t a t e  o f
A laska water  qua l i t y  s tandards .

C lean A i r  Ac t  -  Emiss ions  an t ic ipa ted  f rom the  ímp lementa t ion  o f
t .his project would be of short  durat ion and woul-d not be expected
Lo exceed Sta te  o f  A1aska ambien t  a i r  qua l i t y  s tandards  (18  A-A,C
5 0 ) .

Execut ive Order L3LL2 - Invasive Species -  ïnvasive species
popu la t ions  have the  po ten t ia l  to  spread in  the  pro jec t  a rea .
The purpose o f  th is  p roposa l  i s  Lo  reduce the  spread o f  invas ive
spec ies  in  accordance wí th  E .  O.  1"31-1-2  .

Pub l ic  Law 106-224 P lan t  Pro tec t ion  Ac t  -  Invas ive  spec ies
popu la t ions  have the  po ten t ia l  Lo  spread in  the  pro jec t  a rea .
The purpose of t .his proposal is Lo reduce the spread of invasive
s p e c i e s  i n  a c c o r d a n c e  w i t h  P . L .  1 0 6 - 2 2 4 .

lmplementation Date

I f  n o  a p p e a l s  a r e  f i l e d  w i t h i n  t h e  4 5 - d a y  t i m e  p e r i o d ,
imp lementa t ion  o f  the  dec is ion  may occur  on ,  bu t  no t  be fore ,  5
bus iness  days  f rom the  c lose  o f  the  appea l  f i l i ng  per iod .  When
appea ls  a re  f i led ,  imp lementa t ion  may occur  on ,  bu t  no t  be fore ,
the  15 th  bus iness  day  fo l low ing  the  da te  o f  the  l -as t  appea l
d i s p o s i t í o n .

Administrative Review or Appeal Opportunities
This  dec is ion  is  sub jec t  to  admin is t ra t íve  rev iew (appea l - )
pursuant  to  36  CFR Par t  2L5.  The appea l  must  be  f i l -ed  ( regu la r
m a i l ,  f a x ,  e m a i l ,  h a n d - d e l i v e r y ,  o r  e x p r e s s  d e l i v e r y )  w i t h  t h e
A p p e a l  D e c i d i n g  O f f i c e r :

Fores t  Superv isor ,  Joe  Meade
3 3 0 1  C  S t r e e t

A n c h o r a g e ,  A K  9 9 5 0 3 - 3 9 9 8

F a x  :  9 0 7  - ' 7  4 3  -  9 4 7  6

The o f f i ce  bus iness  hours  fo r  those submi t t ing  hand-de l i vered
appea ls  a re :9  am to  5  pm Monday Lhrough Fr iday ,  exc lud ing
ho l idays .  E lec t ron ic  appea ls  must .  be  submi t ted  in  a  fo rmaL such
a s  a n  e m a i l  m e s s a g e ,  p l a i n  t e x t  ( . t x t ¡ ,  r i c h  t e x t  f o r m a t  ( . r t f ) ,
o r  W o r d  (  . d o c )  t o  " c o m m e n t s - a l a s k a - c h u g a c h - g l a c i e r @ f s . f e d . u s .  "
fn  cases  where  no  ident i f iab le  name is  a t tached to  an  e lec t ron ic
m e s s a g e ,  a  v e r i f i c a t i o n  o f  i d e n t i t y  w i l l  b e  r e q u i r e d .  A  s c a n n e d
s ignature  is  one way to  p rov ide  ver i f i ca t ion



Appea ls ,  inc lud ing  a t tachmenLs,  must  be  f i l -ed  w i th ín  45  day ,s  f rom
the pub l ica t ion  da te  o f  th is  no t ice  in  the  Anchorage Da i ly  News,
the  newspaper  o f  record .  A t tachments  rece ived a f te r  the  45  day
appea l  per iod  w i l l -  no t  be  cons idered.  The pub l ica t ion  da te  in  the
Anchorage Dai ly News, ne\^/spaper of record, is the excl-usive means
for  ca l -cu la t ing  the  t ime to  f í le  an  appea l .  Those w ish ing  to
appea l  th is  dec is ion  shou ld  no t  re ly  upon da tds  or  t imef rame
information provided by any other source.

Individuals or organizat ions who submitted substant ive comments
dur ing  the  comment  per iod  spec i f ied  a t  2 I5 .6  may appea l  th is
dec is ion .  The no t ice  o f  appea l  must  meet  the  appea l  con ten t
r e c r u i r e m e n t s  a t  3 6  C F R  2 I 5 . 1 - 4 .

Gontact
For  add i t iona l  in fo rmat ion  concern ing  th is  dec is ion  or  the  Fores t
Serv ice  appea l  p rocess ,  con tac t  Bet ty  Charnon,  Eco log is t ,  G l -ac ie r
R a n g e r  D i s t r i c t ,  P . O .  B o x  1 - 2 9 ,  G i r d w o o d ,  A K  9 9 5 8 7 ,  â t  ( 9 0 7 )  7 8 3 -
3 2 4 2 .

Kate  I  P .
D is t :È i c t
G l a c i e r

-Pl'+þt
Date

Ranger
Ranger  Dis t r ic t

The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in all its programs
and activities on the basis of race, color, national origin, age, disability, and where
applicable, sex, marital status, familial status, parental status, religion, sexual
orientation, genet¡c information, political beliefs, reprisal, or because all or part of an
individual's income is derived from any public assistance program. (Not all prohibited
bases apply to all programs.) Persons with disabilities who require alternative means
for communication of program information (Braille, large print, audiotape, etc.) should
contact USDA's TARGET Center at (202) 720-2600 (voice and TDD).

To file a complaint of discrimination, write to USDA, Director, Office of CÌvil Rights,
1400 Independence AvenLre, 5.W., Washington, D.C. 20250-9410, or call (800) 795-
3272 (voice) or (202) 720-6382 (TDD). USDA is an equal opportunity provider and
employer.


